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CLONING AND THE U.S. CONGRESS
GEORGE J. ANNAS, J.D., M.P.H.
N the immediate aftermath of the birth of Dolly
the sheep, the national debate over the banning
of human cloning focused almost exclusively on
the issue of safety. President Bill Clinton’s National
Bioethics Advisory Commission, for example, rec-
ommended in 1997 that Congress impose a five-year
moratorium on attempts to clone a human because
of the likely physical harm to the cloned infant.1
Congress did not act on this suggestion, but even if
it had, that moratorium would already be almost over.
Cloning is now back on the congressional agenda,
with a new focal point: the creation of cloned embry-
os for stem-cell research.2 President George W. Bush
has made his views known, as has the House of Rep-
resentatives.
THE PRESIDENT’S POSITION
On April 10, 2002, President Bush announced
that he believed that “all human cloning is wrong”
and that therefore both reproductive cloning and re-
search cloning “ought to be banned.”3 He gave three
main reasons for this position: research cloning
“would require the destruction of nascent human
life”; anything other than a dual ban would result in
“embryo farms” that would inevitably result in “the
birth of cloned babies”; and the “benefits of re-
search cloning are highly speculative.”3 This speech
followed a major address to the nation in August
2001 in which the President referred to Aldous Hux-
ley’s Brave New World and rejected a science-fiction
future of cloned, artificially programmed children, say-
ing that “Huxley wrote about human beings created
in test tubes in what he called a ‘hatchery.’”4
President Bush has also appointed a new Presi-
dent’s Council on Bioethics. Its chair, philosopher-
physician Leon Kass, opened the council’s first meet-
ing in January 2002 with a discussion of another
work of fiction, Nathaniel Hawthorne’s short story
“The Birthmark.” The story is the cautionary tale of
a scientist, Aylmer, who marries a beautiful young
women, Georgiana, who has a birthmark in the shape
of a small red hand on her cheek. Aylmer becomes
obsessed with removing the birthmark, thinking that
removing this “blemish” will make his wife perfect.
I
He experiments with numerous drugs and finally
finds one that succeeds in removing the birthmark.
As the birthmark disappears, however, Georgiana dies.
The moral of this 1843 short story is that the quest
for human perfection is doomed to fail and that sci-
entific hubris can lead to death and destruction.
The debate over human cloning is on, and wheth-
er it can be successfully resolved in Congress will to
a large extent depend on whether the issue of the
cloning of children — so-called reproductive clon-
ing — can be separated from the cloning of embryos
for the purposes of research, also known as “research
cloning” or “therapeutic cloning.” None of the bills
being considered by Congress distinguish between
federal funding and private funding, so all the pro-
hibitions contained in them would apply to every-
one in the United States.
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Under a very strict rule, floor debate on legislation
regarding cloning was limited in the U.S. House of
Representatives to a little more than two hours on
July 31, 2001. Two competing bills were under con-
sideration. The first (H.R.2505, “Human Cloning
Prohibition Act of 2001”), sponsored by Represen-
tative Dave Weldon (R-Fla.), defines “human clon-
ing” as “human asexual reproduction, accomplished
by introducing nuclear material from one or more
human somatic cells into a fertilized or unfertilized
oocyte whose nuclear material has been removed or
inactivated so as to produce a living organism (at any
stage of development) that is genetically virtually
identical to an existing or previously existing human
organism.” The operative portion of the bill makes it
a crime (punishable by a fine of $1 million or more,
up to 10 years in prison, or both) for anyone know-
ingly “to perform or attempt to perform human clon-
ing,” “to participate in an attempt to perform human
cloning,” or “to ship or receive for any purpose an
embryo produced by human cloning or any product
derived from such embryo”; the importation of
cloned embryos or products from cloned embryos is
also prohibited. This bill would criminalize not just
reproductive cloning, but research cloning as well.
The competing bill was written to prohibit repro-
ductive cloning but permit research cloning. Spon-
sored by Representative Jim Greenwood (R-Pa.),
H.R.2608 (the “Cloning Prohibition Act of 2001”)
was offered on the floor as a substitute for the Wel-
don bill. The Greenwood bill does not define clon-
ing, but instead defines “human somatic cell nuclear
transfer technology” as “transferring the nuclear ma-
terial of a human somatic cell into an egg cell from
which the nuclear material has been removed or ren-
dered inert.” The bill makes it a crime (punishable in
substantially the same way as in the Weldon bill) “to
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use or attempt to use human somatic cell nuclear
transfer technology, or the product of such technolo-
gy, to initiate a pregnancy or with the intent to initiate
a pregnancy” or “to ship, mail, transport, or receive
the product of such technology knowing that the
product is intended to be used to initiate a pregnancy.”
The Greenwood bill also specifically lists activities
that are not prohibited and requires persons who
want to use somatic cell nuclear transfer technology
to register with the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, to acknowledge their awareness of this law,
and to declare that they will abide by its provisions.
THE HOUSE DEBATE
The House debate was very focused. To oversim-
plify a bit, those favoring the Greenwood approach
argued that it would permit research involving em-
bryonic stem cells that could be of great benefit and
pointed to the large number of consumer organiza-
tions — including the Parkinson’s Action Network,
the Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation, the Al-
liance for Aging Research, the American Infertility
Association, and the American Liver Foundation —
that supported their approach. They also argued that
it was counterproductive to hold a ban on reproduc-
tive cloning (to which both sides agreed) hostage to
a ban on research cloning, to which the Senate was
unlikely to agree. In the words of Greenwood’s co-
sponsor, Representative Peter Deutsch (D-Fla.), “the
Greenwood–Deutsch substitute is very simple. All
we have been trying to do from the beginning is
prohibit reproductive cloning. That is all we do . . .
we all agree on, we all want to stop that, then we
need to shoot a silver bullet and a rifle shot and stop
that legislatively. We could do that.”5
The supporters of the Weldon bill agreed that re-
productive cloning should be prohibited but, fol-
lowing an argument that Leon Kass had developed
in an article in the New Republic and in testimony
before a congressional committee, suggested that
once cloned embryos were available for research, it
would be inevitable that someone would attempt to
initiate a pregnancy, and that once a pregnancy was
initiated, the government would have no authority
to demand that it be terminated.5,6 Proponents of
the Weldon bill also argued that any attempt by the
government to stop implantation would put the
government in the position of demanding that hu-
man embryos be destroyed — something the U.S.
government has never done.
Support for the Weldon bill was crystallized by fre-
quent reference to a newspaper column by Charles
Krauthammer (now a member of the Council on Bi-
oethics) that had been published in the Washington
Post just a few days before the debate in the House.7
In the column, Krauthammer argued that he thought
we had all “agreed that human embryos should not
be created solely for the purpose of being dismem-
bered and then destroyed for the benefit of others.”
He blasted the Greenwood bill as protecting and cod-
ifying “the creation of cloned human embryos for in-
dustrial and research purposes,” asserting that “Green-
wood sanctions, licenses, and protects the launching
of the most ghoulish and dangerous enterprise in
modern scientific history: the creation of nascent
cloned human life, for the sole purpose of its exploi-
tation and destruction.” Krauthammer concludes that
“the human embryo . . . is not to be created for the
sole purpose of being poked and prodded, strip-mined
for parts, and then destroyed.”5,7
Neither Krauthammer nor Kass was a direct par-
ticipant in the debate on the floor of the House.
Nonetheless, their arguments won the day: no cloned
embryos can be made for research, and there can be
no ban on reproductive cloning without a simulta-
neous ban on research cloning. The Weldon bill was
adopted by a vote of 265 to 162.5
THE SENATE BILLS
In the Senate, S.790, the “Human Cloning Pro-
hibition Act of 2001,” a bill virtually identical to the
Weldon bill that passed in the House, has been in-
troduced by Senator Sam Brownback (R-Kans.). The
Brownback bill adds a new “sense of Congress”
statement advocating that the federal government join
an international effort to prohibit human cloning (as
defined in the Brownback bill), and that the Presi-
dent’s bioethics council study technical issues related
to the bill and report back within five years.
The two major alternatives to the Brownback bill
in the Senate are S.1758 and S.1893. S.1758 is co-
sponsored by Senator Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.)
and Senator Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.) and is also
known as the Feinstein–Kennedy bill (and named,
like the Brownback bill, the “Human Cloning Prohi-
bition Act of 2001”). It outlaws human reproductive
cloning, by outlawing the implantation of a cloned
embryo, but permits research cloning. The core of the
bill is its definitions of human cloning and nuclear
transplantation. It defines human cloning as “asexual
reproduction by implanting or attempting to implant
the product of nuclear transplantation into a uterus,”
and it defines nuclear transplantation as “transferring
the nucleus of a human somatic cell into an oocyte
from which the nucleus or all chromosomes have been
or will be removed or rendered inert.”
The bill provides for a $1 million fine and up to
10 years in jail for any person who engages in any of
three acts: “to conduct or attempt to conduct hu-
man cloning,” “to ship the product of nuclear trans-
plantation in interstate or foreign commerce for the
purpose of human cloning in the United States or
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elsewhere,” and “to use funds made available under
any provision of Federal law for an activity” banned
by the first two prohibitions.
The Feinstein–Kennedy bill also contains a list of
types of research that are not prohibited, including
“nuclear transplantation to produce human stem
cells,” and requires such research to be conducted
according to existing federal regulations, subject to
a penalty of not more than $250,000.
The third major choice before the Senate is
S.1893, the “Human Cloning Ban and Stem Cell Re-
search Protection Act of 2002,” introduced by Sena-
tor Tom Harkin (D-Iowa). The bill is also designed
to outlaw reproductive cloning by outlawing the im-
plantation of cloned embryos. Its operative defini-
tions of human cloning and nuclear transplantation
are more inclusive than those used in the Feinstein–
Kennedy bill: it defines human cloning as “asexual
human reproduction by implanting or attempting to
implant the product of nuclear transplantation into a
woman’s uterus or a substitute for a woman’s uterus,”
and it defines nuclear transplantation as “introducing
the nuclear material of a human somatic cell into a
fertilized or unfertilized oocyte from which the nu-
cleus has been or will be removed or inactivated.”
The operative prohibitions (with the same basic
penalties as in the other bills) forbid anyone “in or
affecting interstate commerce . . . to perform or at-
tempt to perform human cloning” or “to ship, re-
ceive, or import the product of nuclear transplanta-
tion for the purpose of human cloning.” 
If the Senate passes the Brownback bill, the Presi-
dent will sign it and it will become law. If no bill is
passed in the Senate, the attempt to pass legislation
to regulate cloning will die until at least next year. If
any bill other than the Brownback bill is passed in the
Senate, the House and Senate bills will be sent to a
conference committee where an attempt will be made
to craft a compromise bill on which both chambers
can agree. If no bill is enacted, cloning will remain
unregulated.
COMPROMISE POSITIONS
The position the administration has adopted is es-
sentially the one Kass articulated last spring, well be-
fore the President named him to head his Council on
Bioethics.6 But the administration is going a step fur-
ther than Kass, I think, in explicitly making the clon-
ing debate a debate about the moral status of human
embryos and thus about abortion politics. It does so
by arguing simultaneously that human reproductive
cloning should be outlawed and that it would none-
theless be wrong for the government to require a
cloned embryo to be destroyed in order to prevent
the crime of implanting it from being committed.
Of course, if no cloned embryos are ever created,
none will be destroyed. But the destruction of em-
bryos created for research is only unacceptable if one
believes that the early human embryo has such a
unique moral status that it should never be created
for purposes of research, no matter how important
the research. This concept is considered in Sounding
Boards by Weissman and Evers in this issue of the
Journal.8,9 Congress has previously voted not to pro-
vide federal funding for research involving the cre-
ation and destruction of human embryos but has nev-
er before suggested that conducting such research in
the private sector be made illegal.8,10 It is also highly
unlikely that any bill that simply outlaws the creation
of human embryos for research could be passed by
the U.S. Senate. Nonetheless, if the link between re-
search cloning and reproductive cloning cannot be
severed, efforts at compromise are likely to prove futile
and the effort to outlaw reproductive cloning will
die in the Senate again, as it did in 1998.11
There are at least some Senators who might be
persuaded that use of a limited number of cloned
human embryos for important research might be
justified. For these members, it may be very impor-
tant to try to distinguish between the abortion de-
bate and the debate on research involving embryos.
The distinction is that in research involving cloned
human embryos, there is no pregnancy involved (and
thus none can be terminated), and whatever moral
status is accorded to the early extracorporeal em-
bryo, it should be less than that accorded to the im-
planted embryo and the early fetus. The chief rhe-
torical argument against permitting the creation of
cloned embryos is that they will be made in very
large numbers and “stockpiled” on “embryo farms”
or “hatcheries.” If this is really the justification for
outlawing embryo cloning, then one possible com-
promise is to develop a regulatory system that could
guard against the creation of stockpiles of embryos,
outlaw the freezing and storing of research embryos,
permit their use only by a limited number of quali-
fied researchers, and in addition, as all the bills do,
outlaw the implantation of embryos that have been
cloned for the purposes of research.
Probably the most effective way to regulate re-
search involving embryos (using either cloned em-
bryos or those created for in vitro fertilization) is to
build on the example of the British Human Fertilisa-
tion and Embryology Authority, which has exclusive
power to authorize and oversee all research involving
human embryos in both the private and public sec-
tors.12 Since the United States has a market in hu-
man eggs, it would also be useful to outlaw the pur-
chase and sale not only of human embryos, but also
of human eggs, both to prevent the commercialization
of research involving embryos and to limit the total
supply of human eggs available for such research. In
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addition, to prevent pregnancies involving cloned
embryos, it would be prudent not only to make it a
crime to implant a cloned embryo, as all the bills do,
but also specifically to disqualify anyone who is in-
volved in activities related to in vitro fertilization or
other infertility treatments from doing research with
cloned embryos.13
The other possible route to a legislative compro-
mise is a ban on reproductive cloning coupled with
a moratorium on research cloning. Opting for such
a moratorium would make it unnecessary to draft
regulations (which might prove to be a very difficult
task), but it would introduce two additional prob-
lems. First, a decision would have to be made about
whether the moratorium should end when a time
limit was reached (perhaps five years) or when an
event occurred (such as exhausting the research pos-
sibilities of stem cells derived from the spare embry-
os originally created for in vitro fertilization). Sec-
ond, the entire question of the ban would have to
be revisited at the end of the moratorium.
There is strong support for research cloning from
both the biotechnology industry and the scientific
community, and both are firmly opposed to reproduc-
tive cloning.14-16 If the Bush administration objects to
the creation of cloned human embryos for research
under any circumstances, even in the private sector,
then it may not be possible to reach a compromise.
An additional reason to seek a compromise is that
it would enable the United States to take a leader-
ship role in crafting an international treaty to ban re-
productive cloning. The United Nations held its first
meeting on this proposed treaty in February 2002,
and the United States took the same position inter-
nationally that the President has taken domestically:
no ban on reproductive cloning without a ban on
research cloning. The world’s countries overwhelm-
ingly support a ban on reproductive cloning, and
the Administration’s position linking this ban to one
on research cloning has almost no international sup-
port. As important as the issue of reproductive clon-
ing is itself, even more important is the opportunity
it gives the global community to take a unified po-
sition on a major bioethical issue, thereby making it
plausible that the global community can debate and
regulate other complex bioethical matters, including
those presented by germ-line genetic engineering re-
search. The United States should be a leader in the
global bioethics arena, not an obstructionist outsider.
In Hawthorne’s story, Aylmer’s real crime was that
he was unable to separate his love for his wife from his
love of science, and that in combining them, he killed
her. Combining reproductive and research cloning in
one bill is likely to kill the anticloning legislation as
well. If a compromise cannot be reached, no law will
pass, and unscrupulous persons in the United States
will continue their efforts to create a cloned child, a
result no member of Congress supports.
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